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REMARKS 

Claims 7-12 are pending in the present application. Claims 7 and 10-11 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as being unpatentable over Nikolaeva et al (SUPN 1094088) in 
view of Nikolaeva et al (SUPN 1076981). Claim 12 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 (b) 
as being unpatentable over Hammond et al (DEPN 2652506). Claims 8-9 were indicated as 
being allowable if rewritten in independent form. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) to claims 7 and 10-1 1 

Claims 7 and 10-1 1 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as being unpatentable 
over Nikolaeva et al '088 in view of Nikolaeva et al '981 . 

Nikolaeva et al '088 shows a device having generally flat electrodes 1 and 2. See Fig. 
1. Nikolaeva et al '981 shows a device also having generally flat electrodes 1 and 2. See 
Fig. 1. 

Independent claim 7 of the present application recites a self-recovering current- 
limiting device including a first and a second electrode "defining respective hollow spaces 
therein". As described in the present specification, the electrodes having the recited hollow 
space provides distinct advantages. The hollow spaces provide additional space serving as a 
reservoir for liquid metal which, when the position of use changes, is available at a different 
location, thus serving the sufficient reliability of the current-limiting device. In the horizontal 
position of use, that is, with the longitudinal axis of the current-limiting device being oriented 
horizontally, the filling of the hollow spaces and the wetting with liquid metal of the surfaces 
which are decisive for the current transfer are equal for both electrodes. When the 
longitudinal axis is inclined, the hollow space of the electrode that moves upward empties 
from the liquid metal due to gravity in the measure in which the hollow space of the electrode 
that moves downward fills with liquid metal. During further increasing inclination, the 
hollow space of the lower electrode fills completely with liquid metal and the hollow space of 
the upper electrode, in the extreme case, completely empties; however, this electrode is still 
sufficiently wetted with the liquid metal due to the hollow space configuration. See 
specification at paragraph [0005] and Figs. 1-4. 
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It is respectfully submitted that neither Nikolaeva et al '088 nor Nikolaeva et al '981 
teach or suggest the recited hollow space electrode feature of claim 7. In contrast, both 
Nikolaeva et al '088 and Nikolaeva et al '981 show flat electrodes with no hollow spaces. It 
appears that neither of Nikolaeva et al '088 or Nikolaeva et al '981 would provide at least the 
advantage that at extreme angles of inclination from the horizontal (90 degrees, for example), 
the upper electrode remains sufficiently wetted, as discussed above. Beyond some angle of 
inclination, the upper electrode in both Nikolaeva et al '088 and Nikolaeva et al '981 will 
completely uncover. Since both Nikolaeva et al '088 and Nikolaeva et al '981 are missing 
the recited hollow space electrode feature, even if these references were to be combined, their 
combination would not provide the recited invention. 

For at least the reasons stated above, withdrawal of the rejection of independent claim 
7, as well as its dependent claims 10-11, under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) based on Nikolaeva et al 
'088 in view of Nikolaeva et al '981 is respectfully requested. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102 (h) to claim 12 

Claim 12 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 (b) as being anticipated by Hammond et 

al. 

Claim 12 properly depends from, and therefore includes all the limitations of, 
independent claim 7. Hammond et al does not teach at least the above-discussed hollow 
space electrode feature recited in claim 7. Therefore Hammond et al cannot anticipate claim 
12. 

Withdrawal of the rejection of claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. §102 (b) based on Hammond 
et al is hereby respectfully requested. 

Allowable subject matter 

Claims 8 and 9 were objected to as being dependent from a rejected base claim, but 
were indicated as being allowable if rewritten in independent form. Applicants thank the 
Examiner for this indication of allowability, but respectfully decline to amend claims 8 and 9 
until the remarks presented herein have been considered by the Examiner. 
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CONCLUSION 

It is respectfully submitted that the application is now in condition for allowance. 
Respectfully submitted, 




Davidson, Davidson & Kappel, LLC 
485 Seventh Avenue, 14th Floor 
New York, New York 10018 
(212) 736-1940 
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